to be more cautious in considering Haywood's authorship as certain. If we are to regard Haywood as an important writer whose works deserve close scrutiny, we need to be more scrupulous about the evidence we use to determine what she wrote, and to acknowledge degrees of confidence and doubt.
The texts in Spedding's bibliography are attributed to Haywood on the basis of a wide variety of evidence. In many cases we may never know for certain whether Haywood was the author -but if we do not approach the canon from a sceptical perspective, we risk drawing unsound biographical and critical conclusions. The main problem with Spedding's bibliography is that it does not account for any measure of doubt in each attribution case: works are either by Haywood, or they are not. In approach to the methodology of attribution, Harold Love proposes four different categories based on their probability: '(1) assured attribution, (2) confident attribution, (3) tentative attribution, and (4) plausible speculation'. 4 Love defines 'assured attribution' as being 'genuinely beyond reasonable doubt: a case that is supported by strong evidence of several kinds', while 'plausible speculation is simply a piece of evidence or argument which falls a good way short of establishing an attribution but might prove valuable if further data were to emerge'. Many of the works Spedding lists are attributed to Haywood on an evidentiary basis that is more (3) tentative attribution or (4) plausible specula tion than it is (1) assured or (2) confident attribution, but Spedding lists all the texts as if they had equivalent evidential support. As I hope to show, a careful analysis can reveal that the evidence is not of equal validity and, in some cases, it may not be trustworthy at all.
I. Haywood's Bibliographers and Their Attribution Methods
In her own lifetime only 22 individual works appeared with Haywood's name on the title-page, and a further 7 had her name or initials after the dedi ca tion. 5 How did her canon grow to include 72 separate items? Despite her popularity little if any effort was made in the eighteenth century to compile a full list of her publications; only in the twentieth century did Haywood become the object of serious scholarly study. Most of the scholarship on her canon has been additive rather than sceptical: John Richetti is typical in his con fidence that 'In terms of sheer production of narrative prose fiction among eighteenth-century British writers, no one (not even Defoe) can rival Eliza Fowler Haywood'. 6 While the canons of Aphra Behn, Delarivier Manley, and especially Daniel Defoe have recently been re-examined, criticized, and reduced, the Haywood canon remained fairly stable throughout the twentieth century.
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Since Haywood studies have traditionally been preoccupied with the fact that she was female, she has not received as much attention from historians and bibliographers as other eighteenth-century authors. Scholars virtually ignored Haywood until George Frisbie Whicher treated her as a significant writer in The Life and Romances of Mrs. Eliza Haywood. 15 Whicher thinks little of her literary abilities, commenting that 'Since even the weakest link in the development of a literary form is important, I have endeavored to provide future literary historians of English fiction with a compact and accurate account of this pioneer "lady novelist"' (viii). Whicher's assessment continues to inform scholarship on Haywood, whose primary importance is for her fic tions, and significant for what Saxton, referring to her political writings, calls 'a slightly vexed feminist foremother' (3). Whicher provided a bibliog raphy of Haywood's work, listing 67 items, 65 of which are also accepted by Spedding. Appendix 1 to this article lists the works in Spedding's bibliog raphy. 16 Whicher does not give any explicit rationale for his methods of attribution, but cites a large number of newspaper advertisements. The next scholar to attribute works to Haywood was William Harlin McBurney in his Check List of English Prose Fiction (1960) , which is mostly derived from Whicher and includes fiction only up to 1739. He includes 48 works, 2 of which are not in Whicher. 17 The New Cambridge Bibliography of English Literature (here after NCBEL) lists 43 works as written or translated by Haywood, includ ing 2 that are not in Whicher's bibliography. 18 Neither McBurney nor NCBEL provide much information about specific attributions.
Between 1915 and 2004 scholars attributed 29 additional works to Haywood, of which Spedding retains only 5.
19 These additional attributions were largely based on mistaken information and no scholar attempted a fullscale study of the Haywood canon during this time. The few scholars who have been interested in Haywood attribution seem in practice to have accepted almost any source as valid. David Brewer rightly points out that
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'attribu tions by contemporaries, such as Pope, have been increasingly regarded as hearsay -useful, perhaps admissible, but to be treated with considerable skepti cism ' . 20 Yet he devotes much of his article to examining the relationship between Haywood and Pope based on Pope's claim that Haywood wrote Memoirs of the Court of Lilliput (1727), which no modern bibliographer has accepted as reliable, and which Brewer acknowledges is 'probably incor rect' (219).
Recent attempts to raise the standards of scholarship on Haywood by provid ing authoritative texts and biographical information have mostly suffered from the same problems as earlier critical studies. Pettit accepted Spedding's then-unpublished bibliography as the basis for his six-volume Selected Works. 21 Christine Blouch's introduction to the first volume is the longest biographical treatment of Haywood to date and she speculates freely in matters of attribution. Haywood Blouch concludes weakly that 'The attributions remain unconfirmed, even unlikely; but again they remind us of the extent to which Haywood's theatre work during the period is still undocumented' (lvi). Since Blouch admits that no evidence exists to connect Haywood even tangentially to these works, the argument serves only to confuse the sense of Haywood's output.
Reliance on unfounded attributions can lead to serious misunderstandings about her life and outlook: Blouch cites two political pamphlets published under Haywood's imprint at the Sign of Fame (with no indication of authorship), acknowledging that 'Neither can be positively identified as Haywood's'. She then discusses their impact, finally declaring that Even if Haywood did not write these works, evidence of her political sentiments during this period is not lacking. In general, in works of the 1740s that we more openly associate with her name, Haywood's political stance was more muted and oblique than it was in the anti-Walpole campaign that she continued anonymously (lxxv).
Here, Blouch has moved from stating outright that there is no evidence that Haywood wrote the pamphlets, to using them as proof for Haywood having conducted an anonymous 'anti-Walpole campaign'. No one seems to have objected to this speculation. Kathleen B. Grathwol, in her review essay on the first part of Pettit's collection and other works on Haywood, says nothing about attribution only concluding that the recent studies 'provide fresh insights and new material in the perpetual process of canon revision and the field of gender studies in the eighteenth century'. 22 Editions of works supposedly by Haywood have sometimes acknowledged that the texts originally appeared anonymously, but the modern editions still claim her as the solo author. 23 No recent critical study of Haywood's works has addressed the problem of attribution. 24 Spedding hoped that his bibliography would stop the 'snowball effect' of adding ever more attributions without solid foundation: he points out that As the attributions have increased and found their way into the catalogues of major libraries and important reference works, it has become easier to justify further attributions, because it is easier to find plausible parallels between new and old attributions (16).
Aiming to remove some of the dubious titles that have entered the canon, Spedding uses a more conservative method than his predecessors, particularly those from Whicher to the present. As he explains:
Furbank and Owens suggest three golden rules for bibliographers, rules which have been followed here: (1) always give the evidence, and explain the reasons, for making a new attribution; (2) don't forge chains of attributions; and (3) avoid making tentative attributions, no matter how plausible (17).
Further, he assumes, the need to prefer external over internal evidence. Examples of the former are: publishers' records; a public statement of authorship, such as a title-page or dedication bearing Haywood's name; or a private statement of authorship, such as a letter from Haywood claiming authorship (17).
Spedding's methodology as stated here does not accept attributions based on stylistics, posthumous references, or unsubstantiated claims by contemporaries.
Using these guidelines for determining authorship, Spedding records 45 'rejected attributions,' listed in Appendix 2 below.
25 Some of these were initially given to Haywood on faulty evidence, such as Critical Remarks on the Four Taking Plays of this Season (1719), which Constance Clark attributed to Haywood on the false assumption that she was the 'Country Parson's Wife' mentioned on the title-page (632). Other attributions, such as that of The Fair Concubine (1732) and Female Banishment (1759), were made on the basis of library cataloging mistakes (636-37). Some were based on faulty chains, such as the attribution of Lydia, or Filial Piety (1755) and Letters on the English Nation (1755), both derived from the mistaken belief that Haywood wrote The Marriage Act (1754), which was proven in 1991 to be the work of John Shebbeare. 26 A few, such as The Tea- Table (1724) and The Female Spectator (1731), were mistaken for a different work with a similar title that Spedding includes in his bibliography (661, 638). Most of the works that Spedding de-attributes were first claimed for Haywood in the twentieth century and the majority of them are derived from no external evidence.
In addition to discrediting false attributions, Spedding is careful to document and quantify his canon and its sources. His Appendix G addresses the rationale for attribution explicitly. He names 13 different sources of external evidence for determining authorship, listing each title in his bibliography next to the source he used. Spedding does not, unfortunately, distinguish the sources in terms of differing degrees of reliability. He treats an anonymous advertisement or posthumous biographical note as possessing equal trustworthiness in determining authorship as he does a signed title-page or a letter from Haywood mentioning a particular work (759-61). Reviews of the Bibliography have not commented on his criteria for attribution beyond citing the policy from the introduction.
27
Not only does Spedding avoid questioning the reliability of certain sources, he never doubts the likelihood that Haywood could be responsible for such a productive canon. He provides 5 tables calculating Haywood's output: one listing each work and its number of sheets, arranged chronologically; one listing her works in order from longest to shortest; one listing her works in order from longest to shortest with the parts and volumes added together; one listing the total number of sheets Haywood produced each year, arranged chronologically; and one listing her output in sheets per year, from most to least productive (764-70). These tables easily demonstrate that, according to this canon, Haywood's most productive decade was the 1720s, when she supposedly produced 363 sheets of writing. Of this decade, just three years (1724, 1725, and 1726) account for 223 sheets of published work -equivalent to over 3,500 pages in octavo, or an average of about 100 pages per month for 3 years. This is an exceptionally rapid rate of composition. During this same decade 3 of her plays were staged, and she was involved in the production of at least one of them.
28 By comparison, when Samuel Johnson was writing The Rambler he produced 77 sheets in 2 years, or 51 octavo-sized pages per month. 29 Johnson's rapid composition was so unusual that Boswell reports of his writing practice 'that he sent a certain portion of the copy of an essay, and wrote the remainder, while the former part of it was printing'. 30 Yet this is still only half of Haywood's supposed output. This is not to say that Haywood was not prolific, but rather that she was perhaps not quite as prolific as some of her twentieth-century admirers have claimed. In many cases the evidence only allows for a 'tentative' or 'plaus ible' attribution, to use Love's terms, and for some texts Haywood's role is as collaborator, reviser, editor, or translator rather than author.
II. Author-Acknowledged Attributions, Contemporary External Evidence, and the Problems with Newspaper Sources
Unlike Defoe and Swift, who rarely published under their real names, Haywood frequently put her name on title-pages and dedications, at least in the early part of her career. Her growing reputation apparently affected the use of her name on her work: for example, only the 'third edition' -actually the second issue of the first edition -of Love in Excess (1719) mentioned Haywood as the author on its title-page, after the first issue had sold out. Following this, her name appeared on the title-page or dedication of at least one work per year through the 1720s -on a total of 25 out of the 47 publications that Spedding 32 Spedding notes that 'The meaning of this change in attribution is unclear', then on the following page he declares that 'there has never been any doubt about Haywood's authorship' despite the fact that she was not actually named the author until William Musgrave included 'Haywood's Love Letters' in a list of his personal library c. 1780. 33 The progression here is clear, from the advertisement that mentions an author other than Haywood, to the title-page that describes her function as editorial rather than authorial, and then the listing in a library catalogue indicating full, solo authorship. The dedication is signed 'Eliza Haywood' and in it she refers to herself as the author. The former claim of editorship may have been only a ruse to mask the origins of the fiction or perhaps her name was added as an advert ising ploy. A similar instance is The Adventures of Eovaai, where the first edition claims to be 'Written originally in the Language of Nature . . . and now retranslated into English, by the Son of a Mandarin' (Item 53). The second edition, re-titled The Unfortunate Princess, Or, The Ambitious Statesman, clearly states that it is 'By Mrs. Eliza Haywood'. 34 We have no reason to doubt these two attributions, despite the lack of a first-edition title-page claim to authorship: Haywood's name appears as the author of them during her lifetime (1730 and 1741 respectively) and she did not deny that she wrote them.
While public authorial acknowledgment on a title-page is one of the most desirable types of evidence for attribution, other sources can carry equal weight as external witnesses. For 5 different works, proof exists of Haywood selling her copyright to a publisher. 35 Two, Anti-Pamela (1741) and Memoirs of an Unfortunate Young Nobleman (1743), appear as 'by Mrs. Haywood' in the catalogue of Francis Cogan, one of the printers of Anti-Pamela (Items 54 and 57).
36 Receipts in the Upcott collection for two other works, The Dramatic Historiographer (1735) and a translation of Memoirs of a Man of Honour (1747), show money paid to Haywood for the copyright (Items 51 and 62).
37 While she may have bought the copyright for a work written by someone else and then resold it to be printed, the likelihood is that she was at least a contributing author. The receipt for one other copyright, Haywood's work on a translation of The Sopha (1743) with William Hatchett, is owned by the Clark Library. 38 In none of these cases did Haywood publicly acknowledge her authorship.
For one work, Dalinda, we have evidence of Haywood's authorship in deposi tions given when she was arrested and questioned in 1750 for writing A Letter from H--G--g [Henry Goring], a seditious pamphlet (Items 65 and 66). The evidence for her having written Henry Goring, however, is less solid. In these depositions Haywood herself claims that she 'does not 34 Publication details are London: T. Wright, 1741. 35 Here and later in this essay, I use this term in the modern sense (to refer to the person holding a copyright). In the early eighteenth century, these people would more often be termed 'booksellers'. For a detailed discussion of these terms and their uses, know who is the Author or printer thereof', and that 'she has been an author many years but never wrote anything in a political way'. The booksellers Henry Chapelle and Charles Corbett assert that the pamphlet did come to them from Haywood, though they were careful to claim they do not know the identity of the author. A printed notice by Ralph Griffiths in The Monthly Review comments that 'The noted Mrs. H--d, author of four vol umes of novels well known, and other romantic performances, is the reputed author of this pretended letter', but since the review came out a month after the depositions were taken it is likely based on the accusation against Haywood. 39 In fact as Spedding points out, 'Despite the mass of informa tion available concerning the publication and distribution of HG, it is still not perfectly clear that Haywood actually wrote the pamphlet' (524). Whatever his misgiving, however, he nonetheless lists it as a work by Haywood. The second book mentioned in the depositions is more securely attributed to Haywood. Elizabeth Woodfall, the wife of the printer George Woodfall, remarks that her 'Husband employed the sd. Mrs. Haywood to write a Book Intitled, Delinda or the double Marriage'. 40 Clearly, this refers to Dalinda (1749). There is no reason to doubt Woodfall's comment about Haywood being hired to write Dalinda, a prose romance similar to some of her early work, but given the lack of evidence for her authorship of Henry Goring and her assertion that she positively did not write it, this attribution seems questionable.
The attribution of Henry Goring is an excellent example of how associations between a writer and a text can lead to more solid conclusions about authorship than the evidence really justifies. In Harold Love's view, we can regard author-acknowledged attributions, copyright evidence, and unchallenged title-page assertions of authorship as assured or confident. Many times, however, the lack of any plausible alternative author or the lack of a reason for disattribution has led to the assumption of a positive attribution. We have no evidence for example that anybody else wrote Henry Goring, for which reason Haywood's name has always been connected to it. Yet there is no proof that she was the author. She may have been lying to protect herself from prosecution or she might have conveyed the manuscript to the printer because the real author wanted to remain concealed. In the vast majority of dubious cases, solid evidence will probably never emerge for either a positive attribution or confident disattribution. Again, we need to be cautious about how we treat works that fall in the doubtful middle category, and not be too eager to substitute 'written by' for 'associated with'.
One of the most significant sources for new attributions is advertisements, especially those that appeared in newspapers. Not all advertisements are equally credible, however, and some provide more solid evidence than others. For example, the notice of books printed for John Brindley, which appears in the back of Haywood's 1729 play Frederick, Duke of BrunswickLunenburgh, lists 6 titles. Three of these -Persecuted Virtue, Love Letters on all Occasions, and The Fair Hebrew -are stated as by Haywood (Items 47, 45, 48, and 46). While Love Letters claims to be 'Collected by a Lady of Quality With Some Additions by Mrs. Haywood', the other 2 works appear to list her as the sole author. Since this advertisement is in the back of a work that acknowledges her authorship on the title-page, and there is no reason to doubt the attributions, we can with some confidence assume that Haywood was the author of Persecuted Virtue and The Fair Hebrew, and at least had a hand in Love Letters.
Sometimes an advertisement is the only source both for the attribution of a particular text and for evidence that it existed at all. Such is the case for the play Arden of Feversham (Item 52). Spedding bases his attribution on a newspaper advertisement, which states that 'The Part of Mrs. Arden to be perform'd by Mrs. Eliza Haywood, the Author'. 41 The advertisement, however, is ambiguous. As William J. Burling points out, 'Mrs. Haywood performed in the role of Mrs. Arden and is advertised as 'The Author'. Whether this designation refers to her general literary reputation as authoress or as creator of this play is unclear'. 42 With only this advertisement as evidence of Haywood's connection with the play, we cannot ascribe it to her with confidence.
Other advertisements are even less dependable. Fifteen of the works in Spedding's bibliography are first attributed to Haywood on the basis of just 2 newspaper sources: of these, 9 are listed as titles in a collection of her works that apparently never appeared and 6 are mentioned in her obituary of 1756. Spedding does not question the reliability of these sources, but accepts any single instance in print naming Haywood as an author of a text as acceptable external evidence. Advertisements in eighteenth-century newspapers sometimes advance attributions, but we usually have no means of verifying such undocumented assertions.
Advertisements 44 Of the works attributed here, BathIntrigues probably has received the most attention from critics, but the evidence is astonishingly weak. 45 Spedding notes that the collections advert ised may not actually have appeared, since no copy is locatable, and he speculates that the advertisements were actually intended to help sell individual copies of the works already in print -though the advertisements clearly state that the works are sold 'in two volumes' (85). While The Masqueraders (Item 12) had appeared in the 1725 collection of Haywood's works, none of the other texts listed here had previously appeared with her name attached despite her popularity. Spedding has confidence in these advertisements even though they list different contents for the same collection (Bath-Intrigues and The Perplex'd Dutchess replace The Arragonian Queen in the second advertisement) and no evidence exists that the collection was ever printed in either form. It could be a projected collection, the purpose of the advertisement to gauge interest, or it could be a publisher's bluff to cash in on Haywood's name. The publisher, Daniel Browne, did publish a large number of other works both securely and dubiously attributed to Haywood, so he could have had legitimate inside knowledge about her authorship. However, given the lack of material evidence and the contradictions between the two advertisements we have to be cautious about accepting this attribution: at best we can claim that these works are 'associated with' Haywood, but we cannot confidently say that she wrote them.
The second major newspaper source for Haywood attributions is an obitu ary printed in The Whitehall Evening Post or London Intelligencer on 26 February 1756. A brief paragraph, it appears in a long column of miscella n eous news, between a story about a woman's miraculous recovery from a broken leg and a notice about the death of a Post-Office sorter:
Yesterday Morning died, in the 60th Year of her Age, after a very severe Illness of three Months, which she bore with great Fortitude and Resignation, Mrs. Eliza Haywood, the celebrated Authoress of some of the best Moral and Entertaining Pieces that have been publish'd for these many Years. The great Hand she had in those elegant Productions the Female Spectator, and Epistles for the Ladies; together with her Histories of Miss Betsy Thoughtless, Jemmy and Jenny Jessamy, her Invisible Spy, and the Fortunate Foundlings, will forever remain as living Monuments of her Merit. 46 It is interesting to note that all of the works listed appeared in the last 12 years of Haywood's life. They are first attributed here and only here, and there is no mention of the earlier fiction that earned her fame. None of the 6 works listed had ever appeared with Haywood's name attached. 47 There are some suggestive internal connections that tie The Female Spectator to Haywood, such as the fact that the frontispiece design includes a symbol she might have used when publishing under The Sign of Fame, but none that clearly indicate her authorship. 48 Announcements for a new edition in 1766 (the first to name Haywood on the title-page) comment that 'the Proprietor is at Liberty to prefix the Author's Name'. 49 Haywood's contemporary Laetitia Pilkington refers in 1748 to Hay wood and 'her Female Spectators', but the work was not published under Haywood's name until 10 years after her death and we have no evidence that she acknowledged it. 50 The attribution is probable but, without
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The source for the obituary must be considered carefully as its closeness to Haywood might make it a more trustworthy piece of evidence. The obituary naturally appeared after Haywood's death and as it is anonymous we have no way of knowing for certain who wrote it or where the information originated. Kathryn R. King argues that the works listed in the obituary are all published by Thomas Gardner, so he may have authored the obituary to help sell works for which he owned the copyright. She also points out that he was associated with The Whitehall Evening Post, along with Charles Corbett, another publisher of Haywood's works. 51 This suggests (though cer tainly does not prove) that the writer of the obituary may have had inside information and would explain why the works mentioned all come from the end of her life. If Gardner was trying to advertise works for which he held the copyright, however, he might also have added works that were not actually by Haywood in order to cash in on her fame and market value. The omission of any mention of the works from the 1720s printed with Haywood's name attached still seems odd. These early works were far from forgotten: the fourth edition of Secret Histories, Novels, and Poems was printed in 1742, just 2 years before The Fortunate Foundlings. As with the 1727 advertisements for a collection that never appeared, the obituary is a single piece of evidence that has no correlative proof and no information about the authority of its source. If more evidence were discovered about the author of the obituary or its origins, these attributions would be more trustworthy. Based on the available information about the sources for the obituary, however, we should consider Haywood's authorship of these works 'possible' and not definitive.
As these examples demonstrate, not all contemporary references are equally trustworthy. Public acknowledgement of authorship from Haywood herself, or evidence that she was paid for a work, is much more solid than a single advertisement into which a publisher could be adding material by other writers to pad out the collection. Haywood may have had a different associ ation with a text -as reviser, collector, editor, or translator -and simply asking whether she was the author does not take into account the variety of her literary endeavors. We should have serious reservations about trusting advertisements for collections that never appeared or anonymous obituary claims. In order to understand Haywood's output as a writer we need to be aware of the dubiety of a number of attributions. Nevertheless, they are often more solid than several other attributions, some of which are founded on no evidence whatsoever. 58 Since no proof exists that a manuscript of Memoirs of a Certain Island was available to Sansom in 1723, Guskin's specu la tion is suggestive but cannot be proven. King has made the point that members of Aaron Hill's literary circle seemed to blame Haywood for the attack on Sansom in Memoirs of a Certain Island and that 'it was Haywood's vicious attack on Martha Fowke in Memoirs that turned the disgusted Hillarians against her'. The 'Hillarians' apparently thought Haywood was the author of Memoirs, but the evidence is mostly circumstantial (that they shunned Haywood following the attack on Sansom). As King also com ments, 'One has to wonder what the usually shrewd and heretofore respected Haywood was thinking when she composed' Memoirs, if she did. 59 Given that Pope's attribution has no verifiable evidence, and that Haywood's name never appeared on Memoirs of a Certain Island, the assign ment of this work to her is doubtful rather than certain.
III. Passing References, Attribution Chains, and Posthumous Attributions

Spedding notes that the other title mentioned by Pope, The Secret History of the Present Intrigues of the Court of Caramania, was listed in copyright records with Memoirs of a Certain Island, indicating that they had the same author (Item 33). He also cites the inclusion of both works in David Erskine
Baker's 1764 biographical notice about Haywood, but explains that since they are listed in conjunction with a comment about The Dunciad, 'it appears as if Baker was indebted to Pope for the attribution'. 60 Thus there is no more definite evidence for Haywood having written The Court of Caramania than there is for her authorship of Memoirs of a Certain Island -and both rest mainly on a passing remark attempting to discredit Haywood.
Baker's biographical notice deserves particular consideration since it is the first account of her life (approximately 500 words) and one of the most significant sources of outside evidence for the attribution of 10 different works in addition to Memoirs 62 All of the works listed in the obituary are present in Baker's list (in almost the same order), so he may have received his information either from the obituary or from its author. His source might not be entirely reliable, since he states that Haywood died in 1759 not 1756 -though this could also be a printing error. Without knowing the identity of the source we cannot know how much we should trust the attributions based on it -and so should take a more cautious approach than has been so far done. As with texts whose attributions derive from a single newspaper advertisement, the works ascribed solely on the obituary and Baker's entry should be considered as only associated with, not written by, Haywood.
A number of the works currently attributed to Haywood rely on the validity of other attributions, using a chain of attributions: if X wrote Y and the author of Y wrote Z, then X wrote Z. (Items 63 and 59) . Both of these are named by Baker and The Fortunate Foundlings is also listed in the obituary, so this link between their title-pages reinforces both their connection to each other and to Haywood. This manner of linking works by the same author appears on the title-pages of Haywood's earlier works as well: The Fatal Secret and The Surprize claim to be by the author of The Masqueraders, but since Haywood signed the dedications to these texts we can attribute them to her more securely on that basis (Items 13, 14, and 12) .
Attribution chains can be useful for suggesting a connection that merits further investigation or for corroborating a pre-existing piece of evidence linking two texts to a common author, but they become problematic when used as the sole basis for attribution. 63 However, Memoirs of a Certain Island is attributed on the basis of Pope's unverified Dunciad footnote and so cannot be taken as assuredly a work by Haywood. Thus the attribution chain falls apart: all that it proves is that all 3 are perhaps by the same author, or at least pretend to be about the same imaginary place, and that one of those 3 was at one time attributed to Haywood by one of her enemies. This hardly seems like a secure argument in favour of Haywood having written all 3.
A similarly problematic chain occurs with four works - Whicher fully accepts the Defoe attribution, commenting on his 'blunt realistic manner' in the 1720 work. 65 He uses a similar stylistic evaluation to attribute A Spy to Haywood, quoting it at length and concluding that 'These passages are in substance and style after Eliza Haywood's manner, while the experiences therein hinted at do not differ essentially from the circumstances of her own life' (83). Whicher then declares of The Dumb Projector that 'Both from internal evidence and from the style it can be assigned with confidence to the author of "A Spy upon the Conjurer"', which he had just attributed to Haywood based on style (83-84). He also suggests that 'there is no probability -the statement on the title-page notwithstanding -that Mr. Duncan Campbell himself had anything to do with the composition' of the Secret Memoirs of the Late Duncan Campbell (1732), so 'a large share of it was almost certainly done by Defoe and Mrs. Haywood' (86) . Here Whicher has created a completely unfounded chain of attributions, based on the style of A Spy being similar to Haywood's other works, the style of The
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Dumb Projector being comparable, and then that, since the style of Secret Memoirs is different, Haywood must have worked with Defoe to create a hybrid style.
Whicher's wildly speculative theory of a Defoe-Haywood collaboration is only slightly less provable than Spedding's argument in favor of his own attribu tion of A Spy and The Dumb Projector to Haywood. The second edition of A Spy claims on the title-page that it was 'Written to my Lord --by a Lady, who, for Twenty Years past, has made it her Business to observe all Transactions in the Life and Conversation of Mr. Campbell, Revised by Mrs. Eliza Haywood'. Not until the nineteenth century was she called the 'author' of the work rather than its reviser. 66 This could be true or could be a contra-fiction device, but we cannot take it as any proof of her having written A Spy. Spedding writes that 'The clearest evidence that Haywood was more than just an editor of Campbell's letters is the inclusion of an unflat tering portrait of Martha Fowke Sansom' (141). He then describes the 'unflattering portrait', and claims that this is not the impression that Campbell himself would have given since he 'described both Haywood and Sansom as "friends" in his Secret Memoirs' (143). This is a problematic inter preta tion of the evidence: the assumption that Haywood hated Sansom is largely based on the old story, discredited by King, that Sansom stole Richard Savage away from Haywood. The assumption that Campbell was friends with Sansom relies on his having written the Secret Memoirs, an attribution of which even Whicher believed there was 'no probability'. Thus, the argument in favor of internal evidence of authorship has no foundation either in history or in textual evidence. In addition to his argument about the portrayal of Sansom, Spedding cites Whicher's unsubstantiated comment about stylistic similarities between A Spy and other Haywood works, and declares that it is 'persuasive and the primary evidence for Haywood's authorship is conclusive' (144). In fact, the only clear proof that Haywood had anything to do with A Spy is the claim (not present in the first edition) that she 'revised' a work written by an unnamed lady. Haywood may have edited the work or she might have written it, but the former is merely a possibility and the latter entirely conjectural.
The attribution of The Dumb Projector to Haywood relies almost entirely on that of A Spy. Spedding notes that it 'was first attributed to Haywood by George Aitken in 1895, because Haywood's name appears on the title-page of . . . The Spy upon the Conjurer and because DuP is clearly by the same author' (229). The name on the title-page to which he refers is the comment that Haywood was a reviser of a work written by another lady. Again Spedding cites Whicher's claim of stylistic similarities between this and other works by Haywood, and then lists The Dumb Projector as a confident attribution with no further questioning of the evidence. No external evidence links this work with Haywood.
Finally, for one of Haywood's best-known works, The Opera of Operas (1733), the attribution relies mainly on the assumption that her affair with William Hatchett resulted in literary collaboration (Item 49). There is some evidence to suggest Haywood was involved in revising the play for the stage, but to call her an author or even a co-author is misleading. Haywood and Hatchett were both paid for the translation of The Sopha (1743), but we have no evidence of their having written any original works together. The attribution to Haywood was first made in 1747 by the editor of a play by Thomas Whincop, who writes that Haywood wrote two plays, The Fair Captive and A Wife to be Let, and that she 'was also concerned with another, one Mr. Hatchet, in turning Mr. Fielding's Tom Thumb into a Ballad Opera, which was set to Music and performed at the Little Theatre in the Haymarket, with good Success'. 67 This gives us little information about how exactly she 'was also concerned'. William Chetwood is similarly ambiguous in his com ment that 'Mrs. Haywood . . . also join'd with Mr. Hatchet, in mak ing Songs to Mr. Fielding's Tom Thumb, which were compos'd by the ingeni ous Mr. Frederic Lampe, and perform'd often with the Title of the Opera of Operas'. 68 We know from legal records that Hatchett was one of the pro ducers of the Haymarket performance and Spedding claims that 'The fact that this is the only production that Hatchett was involved in at all suggests that he was not a regular part of the company at the Haymarket and that his involvement with OoO was the result of his input as reviser '. 69 This is plaus ible, but how does Haywood come into what Spedding calls 'The Haywood-Hatchett version' of the play? No solid evidence supports this fact: we have testi mony that Hatchett was involved in the production and a near-contempo rary claim that Haywood 'was also concerned' in the revision, but no proof of authorship.
This brings up a larger problem in critical discussions of Haywood's work: most critics underestimate the variety of types of authorship undertaken by Haywood. She is, at various times, author, editor, translator, or collaborator. In a case such as Opera of Operas, where she may have collaborated with two others to revise a play by Henry Fielding, we can hardly describe her as the solo author. Yet this is exactly what critics do: Paula R. Backscheider, for example, refers to this work as 'Haywood's play', 'Haywood's work', and 'her Opera of Operas' with no mention of
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Hatchett. 70 We can say with some confidence that Haywood had something to do with the revisions undertaken by Hatchett and Lampe, but beyond that there is simply no evidence. Without further information about the nature of Haywood's involvement, we must consider the attribution (of authorship) mis leading.
All the works discussed in this section are similar in that they were attributed to Haywood based on internal or external evidence that was in itself faulty. Eighteenth-century writers such as Pope or Baker might claim that Haywood wrote particular works, but in the absence of confirmatory evidence why should we believe them? Later scholars such as Spedding and Whicher might see similarities between particular works and those that are more confidently attributed to Haywood, but does this mean that she wrote all of them? Perhaps we can say that a particular work was more similar to Haywood's style than that of Defoe, but there are plenty of other potential authors -both those whose names we know, such as Bond, and those who remain anonymous. Some posthumous attributions can be made with confidence based on external or physical proof, or new discoveries of contemporary evidence, as was the case with works attributed based on the Upcott receipts or the depositions from the investigation regarding Henry Goring. But any posthumous attribution ought to be questioned -not only to ensure that it relies on evidence, but that the evidence is solid. If we had proof that Baker spoke with Haywood about her work, or that he consulted with booksellers who had been in contact with her and published the works with her name on the title-pages, we might accept his claims about her with more confidence. Given the evidence, however, we have no more reason to trust Baker than we would have to trust a modern scholar who made attributions without naming a source. Baker's information might have been entirely sound -or he might have been misinformed or misunderstood what he was told. Modern scholars consider him to be an informed insider in theatrical circles but, lacking evidence from other sources, the attributions he makes should be regarded as less than certain.
IV. Implications of a Reduced Haywood Canon
What if Haywood did not write the works attributed to her on dubious or unsubstantiated evidence? What picture of her as a writer do we get if we look only at the works for which we can feel at least tentative or confident in the attribution? Backscheider has called into question what she calls 'The Story' of Haywood's oeuvre, that 'for purely commercial reasons, Eliza Haywood 'reformed' and became a moral novelist'. 71 Backscheider's chal lenge to this traditional line of thinking is that the variety in the Haywood canon can be explained by her consciously experimenting with form and trying to use fiction to perform 'cultural work' (20, 29). Without quibbling with Back scheider's interpretation of Haywood's agency and intentionality, I would like to suggest that a much simpler explanation for Haywood's diversity and apparent switch from 'passionate romance' to 'moral novels' is that some of the most incongruous works in the canon may have been attributed erro neously. Neither interpretation of her career can be proved on present evidence, but both need to be entertained. The picture of Haywood that emerges from looking solely at the works we can attribute with some assurance is fairly consistent, and encompasses three realms of writing (theatre, translation, and fiction). Her fiction mostly falls into one of two modes, either passionate or polite romance, ending by rewarding either love or virtue (sometimes both). In the 1720s almost all of the writing we can attribute to her falls into these categories with a very few exceptions, such as her attempt at verse in the Poems on Several Occasions Haywood's known output in the next decade, the 1730s, maintains a similar consistency of subject matter. The only theatrical writing that we can assign to her with assurance during this time is The Dramatic Historiographer, retitled A Companion to the Theatre in its second printing (Item 51). This is the type of text one might expect to be written by a person with a longstanding familiarity with the theatre, such as Haywood. It gives detailed plot summaries of the most popular plays from Shakespeare to Addison, with comments about their moral import. Haywood's translation work in the 1730s is similar to that which she executed in the previous decade. L'Entretien des Beaux Esprits is a sequel to La Belle Assemblée in much the same vein of episodic romance and adventure (Item 50). None of her works seems out of character or indicates a shift in her view of her literary projects.
Haywood continues this pattern in the works securely attributed to her from the 1740s. She does not produce anything relating to the theatre (unsurprising after the Licensing Act of 1737), but she is at least part author of three translations. The Virtuous Villager purports to be the memoirs of a lady of quality with a purpose of promoting virtue and giving titillation, as Haywood had done in her own fictions, Idalia and Lasselia (Item 55). The Sopha, which she translated with Hatchett, is an erotic tale set in an exotic country, with an episodic form and type of love dialogue similar to many of Haywood's own productions (Item 56). Her Memoirs of a Man of Honour is a romance of intrigue (Item 62). Her translations, both in subject and style, are consistent with her earlier work. Haywood wrote three pieces of her own fiction in this time period, Anti-Pamela, Memoirs of an Unfortunate Young Nobleman, and Dalinda (Items 54, 57, and 65). Anti-Pamela, subtitled 'Feign'd Innocence Detected,' has little to do with Richardson's novel besides adapting his main theme and title. Haywood's tale describes the amorous adventures of Syrena, who is eventually revealed to be a fraud and is 'dragg'd away like the lowest and most common Prostitute' to Newgate before being exiled to Wales. 72 Memoirs of an Unfortunate Young Nobleman seems perhaps an odd choice of subject matter, as it is one of the only works in her canon that has a hero but no heroine, and which fictionalizes a popular news story (the trial of Richard Annesley for usurping his nephew's inheritance and shipping him to America as an indentured servant). Despite stylistic similarities in the description of the Nobleman's strength of feeling and passion for various loves in his life, the male-centered plot of Memoirs is unusual for Haywood. Dalinda is a conventional domestic romance with a tragic ending.
As this survey demonstrates, with a few exceptions, the works we can safely attribute to Haywood demonstrate a consistent sense of plot, subject matter, and purpose. None of the definite works in the 1740s signals a change to more moral novels; even works that have a clear moral, like AntiPamela, are chiefly episodic, passionate romance and are no more 'moralistic' in tone or style than earlier works like Lasselia that similarly promoted virtue. The Female Spectator is an exception to this, but while it is more moralistic it is certainly not a novel with a continuous storyline. The six works of fiction from the 1750s cannot be attributed to Haywood with assur ance. Many of the more unusual or experimental works that are often taken as a sign of her variety are attributed based on dubious evidence or none at all. One other conclusion that is immediately apparent from the list of works attributed to Haywood is that there is a great deal we do not know about her life. The 1730s are almost a complete blank: in the whole decade, we can confidently attribute only two works of fiction, one translation, and one work of dramatic criticism. What was Haywood doing during these ten years? How did she earn a living? Schofield skips this decade altogether in her biography, and Whicher and Blouch can only speculate that Haywood must have had sources of income -either other writing we have not yet identified, or another source altogether -that remain unknown to us. 73 She may have been more involved in theatre than we can prove. She may have relied on Hatchett or another partner for support. Without more evidence, we can only conclude that there is a significant gap in her known publications.
My point in surveying the works is to point out some of the similarities among them rather than their differences, and to suggest that looking at the basis for attribution can help us to solve some of the more puzzling aspects of Haywood's life, reputation, and literary practice. Rather than simply exclaiming over her prolific variety, we should look more closely to see what her purposes might have been. The myth that Haywood first wrote passionate fictions, then moral novels, ignores the fact that many of her earlier fictions have moral messages or promote virtue as superior to the fulfillment of passion. Whicher and other critics of his generation were eager to assign authors to texts, but there is no need to validate a text by assigning it an author. Regardless of who wrote them, The History of Miss Betsy Thoughtless and The Female Spectator are valuable pieces of literature that exhibit uniquely female perspectives and serve as interesting counterparts to maleauthored works such as Pamela or The Spectator. We do not need to prove that Haywood was their author for them to have a rightful place in scholarship and the classroom. Similarly, we know that Haywood wrote a great many literary works in several genres, with different audiences and purposes. Even if she only wrote the 43 items that I have suggested can be confidently attributed or at least regarded as 'probable', she is still a very prolific author who is unusual for her range and popularity as well as for being a female professional writer.
Ultimately, we probably will never know for certain which works are by Haywood, which she had some other role in besides that of author, and which are attributed erroneously. Spedding has done an important job in curbing the inflation of the canon and looking at attribution through a scholarly if sometimes uncritical lens. The canon will continue to be revised and, as archives, printers' records, and searchable databases become more accessible, new works may come to be accepted even as others are rejected. I have found the attributions of 43 works to be confident or probable, 21 possible, and 8 highly doubtful excluding the discovery of new evidence. The arguments I have presented here about individual works are meant, in many cases, to be suggestive rather than definitive. I am not saying that Haywood did not write all of the works in the Spedding canon, and perhaps many others besides; but if we are going to take her seriously, we need to be aware that the foundations of the canon are much shakier than has in the past been assumed. 
